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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -1 6 have been examined. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
The claim is incomplete. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1,5, 7, 14, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ruckh et al. (U.S. 5,539,199) in view of Delmonaco 
(U.S. 6,052,052). 

Regarding Claim 1, Ruckh's device comprises: 
a transmitter that emits light rays (abstract and column 2, lines 25-31 ); : 
a receiver that receives light rays reflected from an object and having an 
output producing receiving signals (abstract and column 2, lines 25-31); 

a deflection unit to deflect the transmitted light rays to periodically sweep 
across a monitoring range (column 4, lines 61-66); 
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an evaluation unit coupled to the transmitter and the receiver unit and 
storing parameters of several safety zones that form respectively predetermined 
areas of the monitoring range, wherein an object detection signal is generated in 
the evaluation unit in dependence on the receiving signals at the receiver output, 
which object detection signal indicates whether or not an object is located within 
an activated one of the safety zone (abstract and column 2, lines 25-41). 

It fails to show a communication interface coupled to the evaluation unit. 
Delmonaco's device teaches a communication interface coupled to the 
evaluation unit (50) and operative for bi-directional data transmission with an 
external unit, wherein at least one of the stored safety zones is activated by 
reading into the evaluation unit activation signal from the external unit via the 
cbmmunication interface (abstract and column 2, lines 1-28 and column 4, lines 
35-42). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
a: communication interface with Ruckh's device because it would provide a 
monitoring system though communication channel for zone security at a remote 
site. 

As to claims 5 and 7, the combination meets all the limitation of claim and 
Delmonaco's device shows the communication interface is adapted for a no- 
contacting data transmission with the external unit by applying radio signal 
(column 2, lines 1-28 and column 4, lines 35-42). 

As to claim 14, the combination meets all the limitation of claims and 
Delmonaco's teaches the electronic controller monitors a plurality of sensors that 



Application/Control Number: 10/807,356 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2636 

are separated into a plurality of separate zones where activated safety zones are 
switched by means of the activation signals (column 2, lines 1-36). 

As to claim 15, the combination meets all the limitation of claim and 
Ruckh's device show the evaluation unit able to generate the parameter data 
(column 2, lines 24-43) while Delmonaco's device able to transmitted the data 
and information via the communication interface (column 2, lines 29-36 and 
column 4, lines 35-42). 

As to claim 16, Ruckh's teaches the shape of defined objects of the safety 
zones form the parameter data (column 3, lines 19-27). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to the shapes 
contains an outline of the object which is correlated with the contour. 

4. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ruckh et al. (U.S. 5,539,199) in view of Delmonaco (U.S. 6,052,052), in further 
view of Kimura (U.S. 4,701 ,625). 

As to claim 2, the combination meets all the limitation of claim but it fails 
to show the communication interface is a serial interface. 

Kimura's device teaches the communication interface is a serial interface 
(Column 5, lines 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the serial ; 
interface is well-known type of communication channel for contacting data 
transmission which transferring data through digital signal. 
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5. Claims 3 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
overRuckh et al. (U.S. 5,539,199) in view of Delmonaco (U.S. 6,052,052), \n 
further view of Shnier (U.S. 6,41 1 ,215). 

As to claim 3, the combination meets all the limitation of claim but it fails 
to show the communication interface is a bus interface. 

Shnier's device teaches the communication interface is a bus interface 
(column 7, lines 66-67 and column 8, lines 1-2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the bus 
interface is well-known type of communication channel for contacting data 
transmission which transferring data through digital signal. 

As to claim 6, the combination meets all the limitation of claim but it fails 
to show the data are transmitted in the form of optical signal. 

Shnier's device teaches the data are transmitted in the form of optical ; 
signal (column 7, lines 66-67 and column 8, lines 1-2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use optical 
signal to transmit data because optical signal supports faster transmission rate 
and wireless characteristic. 

6. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
oyer Ruckh et al. (U.S. 5,539,1 99) in view of Delmonaco (U.S. 6,052,052), in 
further view of Holland (U.S. 4,020,477). 

As to claim 8, the combination meets all the limitation of claim and it = 
shows the activation signals are supplied to the evaluation unit via the 
communication interface (see rejection of claim 1). 
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It fails to show the activation signals are supplied to the evaluation unit via 
an error-free data transmission. 

Holland's device teaches the activation signals are supplied to the 
evaluation unit via an error-free data transmission (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art the 
communication channel would be an error free data transmission because it I 
would avoid the error occurrence during data transmission. 

As to claim 9, the combination meets all the limitation of claim and 
Delmonaco's device shows the activation signals include an identification 
characteristic that is respectively assigned to one stored safety zone (column: 2, 
lines 1-28). 

7. Claims 10 and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ruckh et al. (U.S. 5,539,199) in view of Delmonaco (U.S. ; 
6,052,052), in further view of Holland (U.S. 4,020,477) and Naboulsi (U.S. 
2003/0096593). 

As to claim 10, the combination meets all the limitation of claim but it fails 
to show the evaluation unit emits a feedback signal via the communication 
interface in response to an activation signal. 

Naboulsi's device teaches the controller unit emits a feedback signal via 
the communication interface in response to an activation signal (page 6, 
paragraph 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply a 
feedback in response to acknowledge an activation signal because it would 
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ensure the activation status of the system which in term of the normal system 
operation. 

As to claim 12, the combination meets all the limitation of claim but it fails 
to show the feedback signal functions to acknowledge an activation signal. 

Naboulsi's device teaches the feedback signal functions to acknowledge 
an activation signal (page 6, paragraph 67). 

See rejection of claim 10. 

As to claim 13, the combination meets all the limitation of claim but it fails 
to show the feedback signal indicates the activation of a safety zone in the 
evaluation unit, which occurred in dependence on the assigned activation signal. 

Naboulsi's device teaches the feedback signal functions to acknowledge 
ah activation signal (page 6, paragraph 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a 
feedback signal to indicate the activation of a safely zone in the evaluation unit 
because it would provide the relevant information and status of the activate zone 
for security monitoring indication. 

8; Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ruckh et al. (U.S. 5,539,199) in view of Delmonaco (U.S. 6,052,052) and Holland 
(U.S. 4,020,477) and Naboulsi (U.S. 2003/0096593), in further view of Wadhwani 
etal. (U.S. 4,302,750). 

As to claim 11, the combination meets all the limitation of claims except it 
fails to show an error message is generated in an external unit that is connected 
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to the communication interface in the event that no feedback is received within a 
predetermined time interval for the transmitted activation signal. 

Wadhwani's device teaches an error message is generated in an external 
unit that is connected to the communication interface in the event that no 
feedback is received within a predetermined time interval for the transmitted 
activation signal (column 27, lines 29-37). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include ;an 
error message generation because it would provide an indication for the operator 
about the error or problem status of the system. 

Conclusion 

9; The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a| Benoit (U.S. 4,998,093) "Portable personal electronic perimeter alarm", 
b: Wuestefeld et al. (U.S. 6,737,970) "Opto-electronic apparatus for...", j 
c- Leitz et al. (U.S. 3,972,021) "System for monitoring space by electro- : 
optical". 

d : . Stanczak et al. (U.S. 5,903,217) "Micro motion sensor". 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 

the examiner should be directed to Hoi C. Lau whose telephone number is 

(571)272-8547. The examiner can normally be reached on M- F 8:30am - 

5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Jeffrey Hofsass can be reached on (571)272-2981. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
djrect.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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